EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

DOCKET FILE C@\G\NA\.
ga ATeT

Judy Arenstein Suite 1000
Director 1120 20th Street, NW
Federal Government Affairs Washington, DC 20036

202 457-3686
FAX 202 283-1049
AT&T MAIL ljarenstein

March 23, 1994
RECEIVED
Mr. William F. Caton ;
Acting Secretary \MARI2 31994
Federal Communications Commission TONSCOMABSION
1919 M St., N. W. /Room 222 m%w

Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Caton:

Re: RM 8355

m
On Friday, February 18 1994, documentation in the above referenced proceeding
concerning the difficulties AT&T experiences in entering the global
telecommunications market was delivered to Chairman Hundt.

Two copies of this Notice were submitted to the Secretary of the FCC in accordance
with Section 1.1206 of the Commission's Rules.

Sincerely,

% lhenstec

Atts.

cc: Chairman Reed E. Hundt
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RECEIVED

February 18, 1994
MAR 2 3 1994
The Honorable Reed E. Hundt FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Chairman OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St. NW

Washington, DC 20554
Dear Chairman Hundt:

Thanks for the opportunity to meet on Wednesday to discuss matters of great
importance to AT&T and long distance customers. You asked for information on the challenges
of getting established in foreign markets. We encounter serious obstacles in globalizing our
business -- obstacles that can only be overcome by coordinated regulatory, political, and trade
remedies on behalf of U.S. consumers and businesses.

The recent GATT agreement, concluded after seven years of negotiations, dealt
with difficult trade issues -- but none more complex than opening telecommunications service
markets to competition. Because basic telecommunications services are provided on a monopoly
or virtual monopoly basis in most countries, the trade barriers encountered by AT&T and other
U.S. telecommunications firms are far more daunting than traditional barriers like protectionist
tariffs, quotas, and distribution systems.

Liberalization of telecommunications services markets is occurring at a very slow
and uneven pace. The U.S. market, on the other hand, is both the most competitive and lucrative
market. U.S. preeminence in telecommunications is a great national economic asset. Ironically,
the disparate pace of market liberalization also makes the U.S. vulnerable to the dual problems of
unilateral access to our market and leveraging of foreign monopoly power -- if we let it happen.
But, it is happening, and a diligent, coordinated partnership of government and business is needed
to protect U.S. consumers, telecommunications providers and equipment manufacturers from
further damage and foreclosure from foreign markets.

Foreign-based telecommunications concerns have manifold opportunities to
leverage their monopoly power to the detriment of the U.S. Much of this power stems from their
ability to maintain excessively high carrier settlement rates with the U.S. The amount by which
these settlement rates exceed the actual cost of terminating calls — on average, 80% of the total
charge - is a pure subsidy that fills the coffers of foreign carriers at the expense of American
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consumers. Foreign carriers are able to use these subsidies to gain advantages in the U.S. market
that U.S. carriers could never duplicate in foreign carriers' protected home markets.

These subsidies help finance entry into the U.S. telecommunications services market. Foreign
telephone equipment manufacturers such as Siemens in Germany, Northern Telecom in Canada,
and Alcatel in France are subsidized by their government-protected telecommunications
operators, who pay the "national champion” above world market prices for the same equipment
that they sell in the U.S. at startlingly lower prices. This practice is a double jeopardy for
AT&T, which suffers anticompetitive abuses in both its services and equipment markets -- and in
both the U.S. and foreign markets.

To counter these trade impediments and protect U.S. interests, government should
adopt a deliberate strategy to achieve cost-based, non-discriminatory settlement rates and
reciprocal access for U.S. companies in global telecommunications services and equipment
markets. Discriminatory settlement rates are particularly ripe for action by the FCC. The U.S.
government should outlaw the payment by U.S. carriers of settlement rates to terminate calls in a
foreign country that are higher than those paid by other nations. At least forty-five foreign
correspondents charge U.S. carriers more -- some as much as six times more - than what they
charge non-U.S. carriers to terminate calls. Stern action by the FCC to end this discrimination
would be a significant step toward curbing the potential for monopoly abuse by foreign
telecommunications operators.

The U.S. government must also reaffirm its commitment to market reciprocity in
telecommunications services. Foreign carriers should be permitted access to the U.S. market
only when the foreign markets are comparably open and settlement rates are cost-based. We urge -
you not to forget that U.S companies are waiting for licenses to operate in the United Kingdom.
Furthermore, the granting of a license is only the beginning of a lengthy and arduous process to
obtain an access interconnection agreement before a carrier can actually operate. For example,
after receiving a license in the U.K., it took ACC Global Corp. 18 months to negotiate an
interconnection agreement with which they are still dissatisfied. This underscores the fact that the
U.K., despite its being one of the more open markets in the world, has not implemented the kind
of regulatory and competitive safeguards that have allowed competition to flourish in the United
States.

Free and open competition is still the best way to ensure efficient allocation of
economic resources and the best service and value to consumers. Thus, it is essential that the
U.S. government continue its efforts to encourage liberalization of foreign monopoly markets.
The recent completion of the Uruguay Round placed the services sector under GATT rules for the
first time, thus creating a framework for the application of fair trade principles to services. The
extended multilateral negotiations on basic telecommunications services, scheduled to begin in
May, have the potential to lead to liberalization. However, we should not be naive about what
can be accomplished. Services are not the same as steel, or textiles -- the issues associated with
services trade are far more complex and less susceptible to easy resolution. The hallowed trade
concepts of MFN and national treatment are not helpful to the U.S., which comes to the table
with the most competitive market and the most advanced infrastructure in the world. In
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telecommunications services, like financial services, little can realistically be gained through
traditional multilateral trade negotiations. Instead, the U.S. must seek to craft a GATS
agreement that rewards only those trading partners who both commit to and implement open and
competitive markets. Moreover, even with trade negotiation success, until competitive global
market forces take hold, the FCC must be particularly vigilant in international services as it
regulates only one-half -- the U.S. end -- of end-to-end global services.

Therefore, the U.S. must pursue all avenues to promote fair trade in services,
including preservation of U.S. negotiating leverage and the pursuit of bilateral arrangements. We
look forward to working with you and your staff in addressing these issues that affect the public
interest so profoundly. For your convenience, we have attached some additional items of
relevant information.

Sincerely,

- ”
Alex J. Mandl
Executive Vice President &
CEO of Communications Services Group

Attachments



Impediments to Fair Telecommunications Trade

Supplemental Material
Contents
Letters in Support of Comparability
Settlement Rate Data

- Data Illustrating Extent of Subsidies
- AT&T Accounting Rate Progress Report (1/3/94)

Comments of ACC Global Corp. on BTNA's Request for
Expedited Treatment and ACC's Chronology of Its
Interconnection Negotiations with BT
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December 7, 1993

The Henoxable larry Irving

Assistant Secratary For Communications
and Information .

Department of Commerce

Pourteenth and Comstituticn Avenus, N.W.

Wvasnington, D.C. 20230

Dear Mr. Irving:

We have been informed that an interagency U.S. Government
will conduct bilaterasl telecommunications discussions with the
Government of the Tnited Kingdom on Decamber 9 and 10.

We believe it is imperative for cur negotiators to gain
agreament on U.K. telecoms market changes that will resule in
comparable access for U.8. carriers. The results of these
negotiations with the U.K. governmeat will establish the
standards for judging comparadble market access apportunities with
other forsign goveraments. Consequently, we cannot afford to
accept a compstitively disadvantagecus position in the global
telecoms market. We urge you in these discussions to make clea:
the U.S§. Goveraments's resolve that the U.K Government adopt
policies and inmplement processes that enable U.S. carriers to
gain reciprocal access to the U.X. market if British carriers
cucie as British Telecom (BT) expect to gain access to the U.S.
market.

The telecommunicaticas sector is expectad O supply an
increasing proportion of the world's higher-paying jobs,
technological innovations, and taxable revenuss. Purther,
telecompunicatians provides cae of the essential platforms for
the growth, conmpetitiveness, and globalisation of mest other key
induatries. Thus, it plays a critical role in the
competitiveness of the U.S. ecanomy by creating Jobs and
stimulating capital investment.

Bqual access, strong nondiscrimination rTequirements, cost
based access changes, divestiture, and other characteristics make
the U.5. market the mosat open and fair in the world. 9.8,
regulators and govermment leadars have adopted and promoted the
model of ¢ tition to accomwplish sigmificant consumer benefitu.
Poreign-based telecommunications carriers have taken advantage of
that openness and made substantial entry into the U.S. markst

PLEASE RESPOND TD THE ADDRESS INDICATED ABOVE
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through the establishment of American affiliates, such as Cable
and Wireless, creation of joint ventures or equity investments i
American firme.

At the same time, however, foreign telecoms markets have
remained essentially closed to competition by U.§. carriers,
including the British mmrket which BT argues is cpan. S8uch
e tition as exists in the UK has been coufined to nmarrowly -
defined areas, for sxanple, in enhanged services, or undeveloped
cable marksts. In the profitable establishad telecoms markets,
while some operating licenses have beet issued, no U.S. IXC has
been able to negotiate interconnection agreements with BT nor a::
theze published cost-based tariffes.

The U.K. Government has stated its desire to open its marke:
to campetition. It has taksan some tentative but worthwhile steg:
in that direction. Unfertumatsly, it relies heavily on BT to pu:
its good intentions into practice. JIT, formerly owned by the U.X
Government, still saintains contzrol over 30 percent of the U.X.
telecoms market and shares a government mandate duaploy with
Msrcuzry over facilities-based intermational service. The U.X.
cannot construct a "competitive system® by assuming that BT, wit:
its monopolistic position and sel?f interest in maintaining that
nonopoly, will voluatarily cooperate with its potemtial
competitors.

BT's recent DProposal to invest $4.3 billion in a domestic
U.8. carriers heightens our concerna over the monopoly centyrol HT
maintains over the U.X. markets through exclusion of the very U.s
carriers which eould ¢ te eftectively. A situation in which a
foreign monopoly 1is affiliated with a domestic and intermational
facilities based U.§. carrier creates the potentcial for
discriminatory dealing between the two parties and is likely to
result in substantial competitive haym to oOther U.S carrisrs anu
their customers. The danger is only increased when the U.K.
Government refuses to icense U.$. carriers to enter that market
as facilities based internmaticnal carriers. As a result of the
closed British market combined with the open, competitive U.S.
market, BT will enjoy an unearned advantage cver American
carriers in compet for business customers with stated
requirement by being able to provide end-to-end service and
serving arrangements.

In addition, BT sets the sccounting rates (the rates it
charges U.B. carriers to terminate service in the U.X.) far in
excess Of the tIus cost of completing the call, thus resulting :.a
4 subsidy for BT's menopoly operations. BT continues to charge
U.5. carriers accounting rates at significantly higher levels
than for BC carrisrs. This above-cost subsidy is in effect a tux
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on U.§. consumers paid to BT. This estimated tax -- at one-half
the net outpayment -- amounts to over $40 millien a year.

¥We believe that the U.S. nagotiators should seek a schedule
which izplements comparabls market access in the U.K. Such a
schedule should implement these savat processes:

. the ability of U.8. carriers to enter the U.X market under
terms and conditions that are similar to those which would
be engaged by BT in the U.S8. market;

* stzuctural separstion or non-structural safeguards of the
mopol{ and titive sexzvices of IT;

. the availability of equal access, both fram customer and
technical intercomnection perspectives;

. the availability of lished, non-discriminatory
interconnection taziffs;

* telephone number porubuteg:

. acn-digcriminatory network disclosure by BT to competing
carriers; and ,

. protection of customer proprietary information.

Purther, U.8. Govermment pursuit of bilaterals rather than
reliance on GATS negotiations--which are unlikely to achieve
near-terxm liberalization in telecoms gervices and could creats @
"fres rider® problem if unconditional MFN is accepted--seams O
bs a useful strategy.

We hope you take our concerns into consideration as the FcC
prepares for the bilatezal. We look forward to further
discussions with you and your staff after the bilateral and
anticipate successful complecion of the U.S.-U.K. talks in an

Yo itz

With best wishes I am
r of Congress

TIM: ebo
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Decembar 7, 1993

The Honorable Joan Spero

Undersecretary of State for Economic and Agricultural Affairs
U.S. Department of State

Washington, DC 20520

Dear Madam Secretary:

It is my understanding that a U.S. Government interagency
tear consisting of the Departments of State and Commerce, the
United States Trade Representative, and the Federal
Communications Commission, is scheduled to inltiate discussions
on December 9 and 10 with the British Gov.rnnont on
telecommunications market access.

The U.S8. telecommunications market is the most open and
competitive in the world. Foreign-based carriers, through
American affiliates, are able to enter the U.S.
telecommunications market with few restrictions. 1In contrast,
foreign markets, including Great Britain‘s, are basically closed
to U.S. carriers. Competition in Great Britain is limited to
narrov areas, for example, in enhanced services or undeveloped
cable markets. No U.S. long distance carrier has been able to
negotiate interconnection agreements vith British
Telecommunications (BT) nor does BT publish cost-based tariffs.

The British Government has expressed its desire to open its
market to competition and has taken some tentative steps in that
direction. However, BT, formerly a monopoly owned by the British
Government, controls 90 percent of the revenues generated by the
telecommunications industry in Great Britain and shares, with
Mercury, government-mandated control of facilities-based
international service. It is highly unlikely that BT, with its
monopolistic position and self-interest, would agree to an open,
competitive system.

BT recently announced a $4.3 billion investment in the U.S.,
thereby exacerbating the competitive as try between the U.S.
and the U.X. There novw exists the possibility that BT will
engage in self-dealing with its domestic U.S. partner, harming
other U.S. carriers and their customers. Once the investment is
completed, BT will enjoy a substantial advantage over American
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carriers by being able to provide end-to-end service. ~Among the
U.S. carriers which seex to compete with BT on squitable terms
are Sprint, headquartered in Kansas City, and AT&T, based in my
home city of New York.

The U.S. negotiators should vigorously assert a position
seeking, among other objectives: non-discrimination; structural
and non-structural safeguards against bT’s monopely in the U.X.;
comprehensive equal access; published, non-discriminatory
interconnection tariffs; number portability; nen-discriminatory
network disclosure; and protection of customer proprietary
information.

I trust that the members of the U.S. interagency team agree
on the need to assert U.S. rights and to end the disadvantageous
conditions faced by American competitors in the global
telecomnunications market. This position comports fully with
U.S. trade lav and the trade policies articulated by President
Clinton. I look forward to hearing from you concerning the
Department’s views and its position at the bilateral discussions.

sihecrcly,

Aien & Lebloesan

G L. Ackerman
Member of Congress



™E UNITES SYATES TRADE ATVE
Exooutve of e
Washingten, D.O. 30800

L /5 oo

The le:gulu Junes ‘t;‘:ueu
washingten, D.C. 30815-23303

Dear Cengressaan Barcia:

My«mmumumumm astention to the
applications by ATET and Brit Telescom Anerica (BTNA) to
provide service in the United Xingdem and the United states,

raspectively.

The issue mcmnmnrum:ur treataant for U.5. fivus
umuummtquauu-n-umunm»gm
Teoent voeks. We are Wringing eur trade eocncerns on ITHA’s
spplication to the atsantion of the IFCC, vhich possesses
statutory autberity for desiding en vhether o mot
8.334 license Teguasted by ITNA.

oY
In addition, our services trade negetiators are currently
preparing to negetiate market acvess fer basis talecemmunications
sarvices in the Uruguay Round. Buccess in thess negotiations will
de on our talecemmunications relationship with the 2C, a
rslationship likely to be detarained in pasrt the cutoome of
the current ATET and FTWA applicatiens to pzov ssrvice in each
other’s markets.

Unless ve ensure for U.8. £irms uuu.zt'u:‘uuu €0 the UX
aarket, we will net enly have lost & deant market '
oppertunity fer U.S8. entities, ut vill have unilaterally given
to a key EC Nember access to the U.8. asrket at the vaury mcment
ve are seeX sonoessiens from the EC in the Uruguay Round.
Moresover, sions reached on these dications are likely to
be interpreted by our other trading 88 an indication of
cur firmness of purpese in negotiating these issues.

I appreciate your taking the tims t0 express views on this
Lugrto 26. Please let me knov if I can be of furthay assistance
8

to you in this matter.

- MKs1bst
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The Nonorable James E. Qualle
Acting Chairman

Federal Communications Cemmission
1919 X Strest

Washington, D.C., 30834

Dear Chairman Qusllo:

I am writing to express my ceneazn vith the coatinuation of
the sxpansion of foreign-based talecommunications carriers in the
U. 8. market in light of the ly closed oondition of mest
foreign markets. My cencern heightened because in mocst
instances, foreign carriers seeking access to the U. 8. are

foreign government owned and operata as the protectad monepoly in
their home market. o

Nith respect to procesdings pending at the Commission
involving Caw, BT and TLD/Telfonieca, I would urge ths Commission
to factor into their dscision process the public interest
implications of the hara vhich results to U. 8. carriers and
consumers when comparable acosss is denied U. 8. carriers in
forsign markets.

I amn awvare that ths Commission bhas embraced the philosophy
of telecommunications competition and I agree that U. 8.
consumers have benafited from domestic competition. Bowever, in
view, the U. 8. intaznational services market is dramatically
different and the successful U. 8. domestic competitive medsl is
inapplicable, since the Commission does not regulate the foreign
end of the intarnational servics.

My understanding is that the Commissien has sad the
desire that foreign !anrnnnu will come to appreciate the
benafits of cempetition if the U. 8. mmm . In
th‘O!Y, the U. 8. 1‘“‘" w le l&lﬁl 1 Q 1‘...,
but, in practice, that lead 1:‘;:2111 followed only 1: a
pains ly slov manner. Indeed, in some cases that lead is
being opanly disregarded. Spain is a notable example.

Aftar two decades of leading example with U. 8. domestic

conpetition and eight of lead exaxple allew o.
8. international ogpc{::it:n, spain ju:Y last mbztneeodi:’m

vhich grants its state-owned talephone company, Telefonica, a
thirty vear sxclusive menepoly

on domestic and international The

) o . AEN 1264472
ARG @ongress of the Elnited States ]
TRANSPORTATION=CHANIAAN Noose of Imm . X

T COMMIRCE JUENCE STATR 1" .rm
A ., Wastingt, BE 20915-2108 o
WHIRATLANGE m:u-v

June 17, 1993 O12 3300879
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basic tslecommunications services. It seems obvious that to

c:-tnhnmﬂuqmmt to do exactly that in ¢th
jeint application for m&ulllualn{'imx .

submar. cables. m,mw‘m,umam
: should immediately separate

trelmnpm‘-u.n!. The spplicatien ean be
decided in a more expeditiocus manner e tha Commission

I believe that "gnough is " The U. 8. needs to send
a clear, aassage te fore its
displeasurs over their refusal to ow U. 8. carriers their
tslecommunications markets vhile the FcC to allew
foreign carriaers into the U. 8. market. If the U. 8.
unilaterally gives avay scoess to its markets, it will have

to use as a lever % te opening el foreign

markets. Any aocess €0 the U. 8.

Myﬂmmmmdcn. I lock forward to your
reply. Please share this lettsr vith you fallow Commissicners
and make it part of tha record in relevant proceedings.

Mamdber of Congrass



./, \ THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

\ / Washington, D.C. 20230
N v May 12, 1993

ReCEIVEL
+HAIRMAN'S OFFICk
Mr. Robert E. Allen
. Chairman of ti .AYzom’gl
American Tel
Telegrap AJ1.8T. CO.

32 Avenue
New York,

Dear Bob:

I am writing with regard to your letter of April 14, 1993,
alerting me to vour concerns about an application filed by
British Telecom with the PFederal Communications Commission to
offer international services in the United States. I appreciate
your informing me of your views that the U.S. Government should
not permit foreign firms to have access to the U.S. market
without achieving reciprocal and egquivalent access for U.S. firms
to foreign telecommunications markets. Let me assure you that
the competitiveness of the U.S. telecommunications industry is
among the highest priorities of the Commerce Department. More
broadly, achieving comparable access to foreign markets for U.S.
firms is a central goal of the Clinton Administration’s trade

policy.

As you are aware, these issues are under critical
examination by the National Telecommunications and Information
Administration through their Notice of Inquiry on U.S. Regulation
of International Telecommunications Services. The Department of
Commerce will factor your views and practical experience in
seeking to enter the UK market into this effort.

I hope you will continue to keep the Department apprised of
AT&T’s progress in entering the UK market, and look forward to a
successful outcome in this regard. Thank you for sharing your
views with me on such an important telecommunications policy and
commercial issue.

Sincer

Ronald H. Brown
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oﬂ\P A1.4T. CO.

you for your letter regarding British Teleconm's
applixation to the FCC to enter the U.S. international long-

distance phones market.

You make an attractive argument for reciprocal treatment, as
I have indicated in letters to U.S. Trade Representative uick;y

Dear

" Kantor and Acting PCC Commissioner James Quello. I have asked

that they carefully consider your concerns as they assess the
British Telecom application.

I wish to assure you that I will continue to monitor this
issue as the Administration considers how to proceed.

Please keep me informed of your concerns in this and other
areas. ~

Sincerely,

AQlon.

Robert E. Allen

ATET

32 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10013



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

May 17, 1993

N ’ﬁ\" o ATAT. CO.

Thank you for your letter concerning British Telecom's
application to the FCC.

As you suggest, the U.S. is highly competitive in
telecosmunications, and the Federal Government is engaged on a
nunber of fronts to ensure that foreign markets are comparably

open as ours.

As an indspendent agency, the FCC has full responsibility
for the approval of licenses of the sort proposed by British
Telecom. I undarstand that, in making its decisions, the FCC
considers reciprocity as ons of its criteria.

Thank you for bringing this issue to my attention.

Sincerely yours,

Tt e

Assistant to th. President
for Econoaic Policy

Mr. Robert E. Allen
Chairman of the Board
AT&T

32 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10013-2142
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THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON

May 3, 1993 A1.8T. CO.

Mr. Robert E. jllen /}"M\
Chairman of
AT&T
32 Avenue of Americas
New York, NY 30013-2142 ¢ ’
Mx M{ ¢
Dear L

Thank yon for the letter expressing your concerns with respect to
British Telecom’s application to the FCC to enter the U.S.
international lonq-distanco nark.t.

This Administration is seriously studyinq the issues that you
have raised. We understand your concerns regarding the practical
aspects of reciprocal access and wvant to assure you that they are
being taken into consideration.

I appreciate your bringing this matter to our attention.

Sincerely,



/.\ THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
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May 12, 1993
RECEIVEL
+HAIRMAN'S OFFICk
Mr. Robert E. Allen
Chairman of tNe Board .Mzom’gl
American Telegphene and
Telegrap

32 Avenue pericas é?YVJ Al1.8T. CO.

New York,
Dear Bob:

I an writing with regard to your letter of April 14, 19%3,
alerting me to your concerns about an application filed by
British Telecom with the Pederal Cc-lungcations Commission to
offer international services in the United States. I appreciate
your informing me of your views that the U.S. Government should
not permit foreign firms to have access to the U.S. market
without achieving reciprocal and equivalent access for U.S. firms
to foreign telecommunications markets. Let me assure you that
the competitiveness of the U.S. telecommunications industry is
among the highest priorities of the Commerce Department. More
broadly, achieving comparable access to foreign markets for U.S.
firms is a central goal of the Clinton Administration’s trade

policy. . .

As you are avare, these issues are under critical
examination by the National Telecommunications and Information
Administration through their Notice of Ingquiry on U.S. Regulation
of International Telecommunications Services. The Department of
Commerce will factor your views and practical experience in
seeking to enter the UK market into this effort.

I hope you will continue to keep the Department apprised of
AT&T's progress in entering the UK market, and look forward to a
successful outcome in this regard. Thank you for sharing your
views with me on such an important telecommunications policy and
commercial issue.

Sincer

Ronald H. Brown
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April 20, 1993

The Honorable James H. Quello
Acting Chairman

Pederal Communications Commission
1919 M Strest, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Quello:

In recent months several foreign companies have filed
Section 214 applications with the Commission seeking access to
the U.S8. teslecommunications market. I am writing to urge you to
carefully consider the market access questions raised by these
applications. Given the uncertain state of international trade
negotiations, I believe the Commission must take special
responsibility to ensure that U.S. companies are granted equal
access to foreign markets before our markets are opened to
forsign competitors.

T am specifically concerned about the application filed by
British Telecommunication (BT) to provide point-to-point services
betveen U.S. and foreign locations for voice, video, facsinmile
and data transaissions. While I support increased competition in
this market, I am troubled by the possibility of opening U.S.
markets without any reciprocal agreesent from host countries.

Under current FCC intarnaticnal resale policies, and in
finding an application to be in the U.S$. public intarest, the
Commission should assess vhethsr the United Xingdom (U.K.)
provides equivalent rtunities to U.S. companies before s
granting BT any authority to provide international services for
the United sStates. I support that standard, and its underlying
policy goals. Tor this reason, ! would oppose grant of 8T's
applicaticn unless and until the Commission finds sequivalent
opportunitiss exist for U.S. companies seeking to provide
talecommunications services in the United Kingdom.

currently, legal, technical and economic barriers frustrate
U.8. companies seeking to provide service offerings from the U.K.
Given BT’s status as the dominant provider of gservices in the
U.K. market, the Commission must determine whether BT will
provide access to U.8. affiliated carriers on a resscnable and
nondiscriminatory basis. - BT currently is not required to
publicly file its access rates in the U.K., and instead
negotiates individual access arrangesents on £ case-by-case
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basis. Therefore, the Comnission should seek further assurances
that BT will provide public information about its rates, tarms
and conditions for access and specify the type and quality of
interconnection it will make available on a cost-based and
nondiscriminatory basis. HNovever, it should bs noted that
offering access on a tariffed basis is a necessary step but
insufficient alone to ensure U.S. based carriers have the ability
to provide telecommunications services in the U.X. 1In addition,
the Commission should focus on vhether U.S. carriers are actually
providing such services as a test of system openness.

I am concerned that granting BT and other foreign companias
access to our marksts will place U.S. companies at an even
greater disasdvantage. Allowing a foreign company access to our
$3 billion market business telecommunications while U.S.

ies are restricted from similar markets abroad would not be
in the public interest of the United States. BEquivalent market
access remains a basic principle of fair trade. I urge you to
carsfully consider the “"equivalency” i{ssue and not grant BT's
application until equal opportunities are available in the U.K.

Thank you for your comsideration. I look forvard to your
reply. Pleasa share this letter with your fellow commissioners
and sake part of the record in relevant proceedings.

Sincerely, '
Tdvard J. jZLk.y :a
Chairman

cc: Ambassador Nickey xintor
United States Trade Represantative
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Rebert £. Allen 32 Avenus of the Amencas
Chairmen of the Board Now York, NY 10013-2142
212 644-1000
April K4, 1993
Dear Secretary Bautesn:

The purposs of this letter is 10 direct your stieation (0 an issne thet is vital 10 the future
competitivensss of the Americen elecommunications industry and its ability 0 expand into international
marksts.

On March 8, 993, Dritish Telscom (BT) applied 10 the FCC ©© enter the U.S. intersatiosal long-
distance markst. The significance of this spplication cannot be overstatsd. If approved, it repressnts the
first time & major industrialized country’s sstional Salecommmmications provider will bs abls © operats in
an unrestricted fashion in this country, while U.S. companies are consistently denied similar access 10 that
provider’s boms omrket. To our kmowledge, 80 American company has yet obtained the legal rights from
the Governmeat of the United Kingdom and the interconnaction arrsagemsnts from BT to ensble fair
competition.

The United States can be proud of its leadership in telecommunications. ATAT is excited by the
opportunities that lis ahead. However, AT&T"s visios for continwed sucoess is predicated upon achisving
fair and reciprocal treatzaent of U.S. carziers, ensuring that U.S. carriers have comparsble access sad are
permitted to do ths mme things in 2 foreign country as that country's carriers are permittad to do in the
United States. Affording unilateral access to the U.S. markst without reciprocal and equivalent access
abroad will guarantee that this visica is asver realized.

It is tharefors crucial that approval of BT s application is tisd ©© U.S. compsnies’ concurrently
obtaining substantially equivalent competitive opportunities in the U.X. markst -~ the goal of U.S. trade
legisiation st out in the 1988 Omnibus Trade and Compstitivensss Act — a0t caly as & matter of law, but
also in fact.

On April 13, 1993, ATAT will file its objections to ths BT application with the FCC,
Simuitaneously in London, AT&AT will fils with the Department of Trade and Industry an application
sesking the sams level of access 1o the U.X. markst that BT seeks in the U.S. markst. We belisve that the
BT spplication should act be approved until ATAT has besn granted such comparable access in the UK.
market. We will sppreciate your intsrest in this critical matier.

i

Secretary Lioyd M. Deatssn
Secretary of Treasury

1500 Pennsylvania Aveans, N.W.
Washingtoa, D.C. 20220
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Wnited States Senate em——

WASHINGTON, DC 208 10-4201

October 13, 1992
‘

The lonoradle Alfred C. Sikes
Chairman -

foderal Communications Commission
1919 X Street, n.%W.

. Room 814

washington, D.C. 203354
Dear Mr. Chairman:

~As you know, I have consistently supported the development of an -
international economic pcu.? that would prioritize the global
mﬁm: o American i s. Whan Congress eaacted the
Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, it cited the U.S.
talecompunications indus as & world leader and emphasized the
need to encourage its ability to compete in Lforeign markots in
oxder to presarve this status.

Although we have supported 2 policy of competition in the
provision of long distance communications services and equipmont
over the last twenty yeass, an unfortusste imbslsnce has
devaloped in which we have seen foraign telecommunications
companies gain virtually complete access to our markets while
U.S. companies have faced closed markets absoad. Duch an
isbalance is unacceptable. In fact, I now that thers are
.w.:t%tntm aow pending before tha Commission that would have
this effect.

Many balieve that zllowiang foreiga carriers open access to the
U.5. telecommunications mazketplace will ancourage the
libaralization of foreign markets. Although there msy be some
mexit to this theory, it is clear that we aust also give ocur
strong support to the efforts of the U.S. Trade Reprssentative to
negotiate the lidberalisation of foreign telecommunjcations
markets. Given the stromg ability of toreign cszriecw
seeking to do business in the U.S. to iafluence the
tslecommunications markets in their ewn countries, wve must go all
that we can to encourage such carriers to pramcte openness in
.their home markets 80 88 to allow U.§. companies to receive the
same trsatment abroad that foreign varriers amnjoy in the U.S.

In this voin, I respactfully request that as you consider satiers
coming before the Commission that would further opea wur
telscouomunications market to foreign caxrziers, you consider ways
to ensure that U.$. carriors are extanded comparable treatment
abroad. I believe that we should give avery consideration to
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campealling foreiga carriers to assist in the liberalization of
foreign markets as we provide them with increas«d zccess to our
domestly sarkess. Purtheswmewe, we wmuat prasarve the ability of

the U.S. Trade sentative to negotiate a level playing field
in the global place for our Mation’s dynamic
talecommunications companies.

Your careful considerstion of this matter will be greatly
appreciated. '

ol B
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Eisine R. McHale Room 323A82

Senior Altosnay 295 North Maple Avenué
Busking Ridge, NJ 07620
808 221-2831
FAX 908 853-8360

January 3, 1994

Mr. William F. Caton

Acting Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Mail Stop 1170/Roonm 222
Washington D,.C, 20554

RE: CC Docket No. 90-337 (Phase II)
AT&T Accounting Rate Progress Report

Dear Mr. Caton:

In accordance with the Second Report and Order and
Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulamaking in CC Docket
No. 90-337 (Phase I1I), Regulation of Internatiocnal
Accounting Rates, American Telephone and Telegraph Company
("AT&T") submits its progress report on accounting rates as
of January 1, 1994 (hereinafter "1994 Progress Report").
The 1994 Progress Report contains the accounting rates, as
of January 1, 1994, for IMTS with correspondents in each
country in Europe, Asia, Americas and Africa with whom AT&T
has direct service arrangements. The 1994 Progress Report
also updates the problematic and egregious list contained in
AT&T's Progress Report filed on January 4, 1993,

In its Second Report and Order, the Commission directed
U.S. carriers to provide a list of "problematic”
correspondents, with whom the U.S. carrier has had limited
success in achieving accounting rate reform.! The

1 AT&T's 1994 problematic list is based on the same criteria as that

used in its 1993 list. Specifically, all of the countriea meet
three of the following five objeactive criteriat (1) the current
accounting rate level is more than 100% above the midpoint of the
FCC benchmark range; {(2) the correspondent has not agreed to a
change in the level of the accounting rate esteblished by the
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Ermeam  SRmTRe.  Hnited States Senace
Hottrgriienyy ) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE. SCIENCE.
1 e B B o s 1o FTo e AND TRANSPORTATION

WASHINGTON, DC 2081081128

October 6, 1992

The Noncrable Alfred C. Sikes
Chaizmen

Tederal Communications Comaission
1919 X Stzest, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Al:

On July 28 Senator Packwood and ! wrote to you
concezning FCC Docket #91-360. I understand that the
Comnission may decide this mattar in the next few days.

I write to re-emphasize concern that ve not
unilacerally liberalise sur telecommunications markets
vithout oncou:azing our foreign trade partners to provide
U.S. carzziers with reciprocal market ascess for dasic long
distance services.

As you know, 1 have been active in telecommunications
tzade issues for many ysars. I believe it is critical that
ve provide opportunities for U.8. firms by @iving our trade
partners every possible incentive tc open thelr markets.

Thank you for your consideration of ay views.




